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Cajun English (CE) is an understudied dialect that is spoken in and around the Acadian 
triangle of Louisiana.  Of the studies that exist, almost all have been completed with adults.  The 
purpose of the current study was to determine if children whose parents have identified their 
family as Cajun use five phonological features of CE (/t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspirated /p, t, k/, heavy 
vowel nasalization, monophthongization, and glide weakening on vowels) more frequently than 
those identified as non-Cajun.   
The participants were 11 kindergarteners who were identified as Cajun or non-Cajun and 
who resided in Assumption Parish in rural south Louisiana.	   Cajun status was determined 
through a questionnaire that asked families about their family history, self and familial exposure 
to Cajun French, and self and familial French-speaking abilities. Measures of the children’s use 
of CE phonological features was based on an analysis of one-minute audio clips that had been 
randomly extracted from 30-minute, examiner-child play-based language samples.   
The participants with Cajun status produced the /t, d/, heavy vowel nasalization, and 
monophthongization features more frequently than the participants with a non-Cajun status, and 
the difference was statistically significant for the monophthongization feature.  This finding may 
suggest that CE phonological features are currently heard in the vowels that children produce.  In 
addition, all of the participants produced higher frequencies of the CE features than did a group 
of same-age participants who lived in a neighboring parish and who had been previously studied.  
This finding may indicate parish effects on children’s CE phonological use that need to be 
considered as a contributing factor in discussions of dialect variation and change. 






 Louisiana is filled with a variety of nonmainstream American English dialects including 
Southern African American English (SAAE), Southern White English (SWE), Cajun English 
(CE), Creole English (CrE), and many others.  These dialects are rooted in a deep sense of 
culture and identity that help to distinctly define what Louisiana represents as a whole.  My deep 
love and appreciation of the Cajun culture stems from my own heritage.  My mother taught me at 
a young age of my Acadian ancestors who migrated from Nova Scotia to Louisiana in the late 
eighteenth century.  Despite growing up in Texas, we celebrated Mardi Gras as a family and 
shared the history of the holiday, king cake, and my grandparents’ parade costumes with our 
neighbors and classmates to educate others of our culture.  This personal tie has sparked my 
interest in researching the CE dialect.  I want the children who present with a Cajun family 
history to have knowledge about the CE dialect.  Finally, as a future speech-language pathologist 
in South Louisiana, I want my studies of CE to help others understand the defining features of 
CE so that children’s use of CE is not incorrectly classified as a disorder.  Educators and other 
professionals often consider nonmainstream American English dialectal features grammatically 
incorrect when compared to the structures of mainstream American English because they do not 
understand the differences between a dialect and a disorder (Seymour, Bland-Stewart, & Green, 
2002).  This idea of dialect versus difference motivated the current study in which I examined 









A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
History of the Cajun Culture and Language 
 According to Henry and Bankston (2002) and Bernard (2003), Cajuns are typically 
defined as descendents of Acadians from Acadie, or Acadia in English (the present-day 
provinces of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island in Canada) 
who originally settled in Louisiana between 1765 and 1785.  This migration, or rather 
deportation, from Canada began after the French ceded control of Acadia to the British in 1713 
with the Treaty of Utrecht.  The Acadian people were treated as hostages by the British and were 
slowly removed from the area.  Le Grand Dérangement, or The Great Upheaval, resulted in the 
deportation of nearly 11,500 Acadians.   
Henry and Bankston (2002) also state that after facing many hardships in their various 
new homes, many Acadians found a sense of comfort in the idea of settling in a community-like 
area similar to Acadia.  Roughly 3,000 Acadians found this idea of comfort in geographically 
isolated Louisiana, which was under Spanish control at the time.  Contact with Spanish, German, 
Irish, and Italian immigrants in isolated areas of Louisiana led to a distinct dialect of French with 
unique vocabulary, phonology, morphology, and syntactic structures (Dubois & Melançon, 
1997).  Dubois and Melançon describe the Cajun community who spoke this distinct French 
dialect as an isolated group until they began to integrate into the dominant culture in the mid 
twentieth century.    
In 1929, the Louisiana state government ruled English to be the sole language of the 
state, specifically in education and law.  The major effects of banning French in schools are 
summarized by Emmitte (2013) to be:  
1) Cajuns became ashamed of their language, 2) it forced Cajun French speakers to 
actively learn English for the first time, 3) those who spoke English now had to learn how 




to read and write it as well, and 4) Cajuns were confronted with claims that their 
language was now invalid (p. 22). 
 
Emmitte (2013) describes Cajuns of the “old generation” as hesitant to use Cajun French outside 
of their homes after this ruling, which in turn greatly decreased the usage of Cajun French in the 
Cajun community.  Beginning in the nineteenth century, a period of bilingualism began, as 
described by Dubois (2010), in which Cajun French speakers perceived learning English as more 
or less beneficial to their economic status.  They were punished for using French in school 
including the writing of I will not speak French at school on the blackboard and kneeling on a 
bed of uncooked rice (Ancelet, 1988).  This stigma ultimately began the attrition of Cajun 
French.  Gradually, use of Cajun French declined through periods of transition that have seen 
vacillations of acceptance and rejection by members of the Cajun community (Dubois & 
Melançon, 1997).   
Dubois and Horvath (2002) describe the children of the “older generation” of Cajuns as 
the “middle-aged generation” who began to regularly attend school, which in turn meant that 
they would learn more English than their parents.  With the decline of agricultural occupations 
and the rise of industry jobs, Cajuns began to integrate into American culture (Bernard, 2003).  
This started a chain reaction of rejecting Cajun culture and adopting more of the American 
consumer habits from foods to entertainment (Henry & Bankston, 2002).  The English that was 
learned by these families was initially influenced by their use of French, and this dialect of 
English was, and continues to be typically referred to as Cajun English (CE; Ancelet, 1988).  As 
will be evident from studies of CE, this dialect has evolved and is now considered to be no 
longer influenced by French (Dubois & Melançon, 1997; Dubois & Horvath, 2002; Emmitte, 
2013).  




Beginning in 1968, a Cajun Renaissance, which was supported by the state government 
of Louisiana and the creation of the Council for the Development of French in Louisiana 
(CODOFIL), brought back Cajun types of music, food and literature.  The initial objective of 
CODOFIL was to offer French in schools in order to preserve the use of French in the state.  
CODOFIL brought teachers from France, Belgium, Canada, and other nations to Louisiana and 
installed more than 26 French-language immersion programs in Louisiana for the revitalization 
and preservation efforts of French in Louisiana.  Unfortunately, these programs focused and 
continue to focus on instruction of academic or “standard” French and this instructional 
emphasis has brought even more stigma towards the use of Cajun French in the state (Emmitte, 
2013).  
Another effort of preservation of French in Louisiana occurred in 1978, when CODOFIL 
led a movement to coin the term “Cajun,” reflecting the English pronunciation of cadien.  
CODOFIL organized a committee to standardize a written form of Cajun French or Louisiana 
French (Henry & Bankston, 2002; Ryon, 2002).  By establishing the acceptance and developing 
orthographic representations of an oral-only dialect helped the Cajun culture become more self-
identified and codified.  More recently, in order to preserve French in Louisiana, the terms la 
francophonie, or the French-speaking world, and cadiens, or Cajuns have emerged (Henry & 
Bankston, 2002). The adaptation of these French terms has helped to revive the acceptance of 
Cajun identity in a more positive light than it was portrayed in the past. Also, some young 
generations of Cajuns comprised primarily of young men, were, and presently still are, trying to 
revive Cajun French (Dubois & Melançon, 1997).    
 
 




Identifying as Cajun 
Dubois and colleagues have studied the revival of Cajun identity, which is referred to as 
the Cajun Renaissance.  For example, Dubois and Melançon (1997) created a questionnaire sent 
to over 1,000 individuals in four Cajun communities (Lafourche, Vermillion, St. Landry, and 
Avoyelles Parishes).  The authors chose these communities based on the following criteria:  
They are in regions that according to the 1990 U.S. census contain the largest number of 
individuals who claim to speak French at home, each of the towns contains the largest 
number of Caucasians who say they speak French at home, they contain a large 
proportion of individuals claiming Acadian ancestry, they offer sample coverage of the 
geographic diversity of CF, they differ among themselves with respect to social and 
economic levels, and they range from largely rural to more urbanized areas (Dubois & 
Melançon, 1997, p. 69).  
 
Figure 1. Map of Acadiana Triangle 




Above is a map displaying the Acadiana Triangle.  The parishes located in Dubois and 
Melançon’s study included Avoyelles, St. Landry, Vermilion, and LaFourche.  The questions 
focused on usage of the language, networks of linguistic contacts, linguistic ability, opinions 
about maintaining and using Cajun French, attitudes about the varieties of French, Cajun 
identity, and the efforts of CODOFIL.  Sample questions included “I can count to ten, I can name 
the days of the week, I can give the date (month and year), I can order a meal in a restaurant, and 
I can give biographical information” (Dubois & Melançon, 1997, p. 75).  Results from this 
survey showed “the more one has access to the Cajun French language, the more one self-
identifies as Cajun” (Dubois & Melançon, 1997, p. 63).  Those defined as native speakers or 
semi-speakers identified themselves as Cajun most often, while the passive speakers considered 
themselves to be Cajun American.  The middle generation was found to be the most reluctant to 
declare themselves Cajun; they reached adulthood during the time when Cajun identify was 
looked down upon. The qualification for identifying a “real” Cajun was also included in the 
survey.  The two answers with the highest frequencies were to have Cajun ancestry (80%) and to 
have parents or grandparents who speak Cajun French (67%).  Speaking Cajun French oneself, 
living in Louisiana or living in a Cajun community were not seen to be important to the majority 
of the respondents.   
Nonmainstream English Features of Adult CE Speakers 
Phonological features.  Some nonmainstream English phonological features have been 
documented for CE. Although these features were initially tied to Cajun French, data from 
Dubois and Horvath (1998, 1999) show that there has been a recent recycling of and even an 
increase in the use of these features in CE.  Dubois and Horvath (1998) presented a variationist 
study examining four phonological features of CE including using /t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspiration 




of the stops /p, t, k/, monophthongization of /aɪ/ and vowel nasalization in the St. Landry 
community.  The data for this sample was used from the “Cajun French/English Sociolinguistic 
Survey” (Dubois, 1997c), which was designed to include a representative sample of French 
speakers in the Cajun community.  The total sample consisted of 120 fluent, bilingual French and 
English speakers who were born, raised, and still live in their home parish.  The sub-sample for 
this particular study consisted of 28 speakers divided into three age groups (old, middle-aged, 
and young).  The authors predicted that if there were interference from French, then a decrease in 
frequency over time would be documented in the speakers’ CE usage. Specifically, they 
predicted that these features would be more frequently used by the older generation, less by the 
middle-aged generation, and even less by the younger generation.  The results displayed their 
expected pattern where the old generation used more of the features than the other two 
generations, and the middle generation produced a dramatically decreased rate of the vernacular 
features.  However, the authors also found that the young generation produced all of the features 
of CE except for nonaspiration of /p, t, k/, and their rate of use was higher than that of the middle 
generation.  The authors attributed the young speakers’ use of CE features to the Cajun 
Renaissance.  They posit that the young generation has pride in their Cajun identity, and they 
express this identity through their use of CE.   This new development of CE is not tied to the 
influence of the French language, but rather reflects an evolution of the CE dialect. 
In a second study, Dubois and Horvath (1999) examined the use of the dental stops /t/ 
and /d/ in the place of the interdental fricatives /θ/ and /ð/ in the St. Landry community.  The data 
for this study was taken from the same sub-sample mentioned above, consisting of 28 fluent CF 
and CE speakers who were born, raised, and still lived in their home parish.  A native English 
speaker from South Louisiana interviewed the speakers in English, and themes of the interview 




included sociodemographic topics such as residence, work, education, and parents’ origins, their 
social network, and their linguistic usage of French versus English (Dubois & Horvath, 1999).  
Nine speakers were classified as young, 10 as middle-aged, and nine as old.  About 40% of the 
speakers had a more open social network because they worked outside the parish or had a spouse 
who was not from the parish.  Most of the old and middle-aged speakers were over 40 years old 
and learned French as their first language.  In contrast, the young speakers were fluent in French 
but learned English as their first language.  Through analyses of stress, number of syllables, word 
class, and type of function word, Dubois and Horvath (1999) found that the older generation 
used more of the dental variants /t, d/ than all other ages.  The middle-aged group decreased their 
usage, and the younger generation demonstrated higher rates of usage than the middle-aged 
group.  The authors also found that men substituted with /d/, whereas women dropped the dental 
variants /t, d/ almost entirely.  The authors interpreted their findings as showing women using 
less CE features than men due to their involvement in social networks outside of their Cajun 
communities. 
Next, Dubois and Horvath (2003b) examined the Creole English (CrE) speaker’s use of 
interdental fricatives /θ, ð/ as dental stops /t, d/ and the monophthongization of the diphthong /aɪ/ 
to compare CrE speakers to CE speakers.  The authors were interested in Louisiana CrE because 
they share a French-speaking history with CE speakers.  Both CE and CrE are considered to be 
spoken by “rural speech communities” and are known to share some characteristics.  Twenty-
four male CrE speakers were examined from the Creole African American population in St. 
Landry Parish.  This data was taken from a corpus including 42 CrE speakers born, raised, and 
still living in their home parish.  The men were divided into four age groups: old (born between 
1915-1920), senior (1932-1940), middle-aged (1945-1955), and young (1966-1980).  Fifteen 




male CE speakers from St. Landry Parish were included as well.  The analyses were based on 
interviews conducted in English with Creole African American, African American, and white 
Cajun interviewers (Dubois & Horvath, 2003b).  When analyzing the use of /d/ for /ð/, the 
authors found that the two older speakers of CrE and CE used higher rates of /d/ than the others.  
The middle-aged speakers of both dialects decreased in their use of /d/, but in CE and not CrE, 
the young speakers increased their use of /d/ to be similar to that of the older CE and CrE 
speakers.  In contrast, when examining the use of /a:/ for /aɪ/, high rates of use were produced by 
the older and younger speakers of both CE and CrE. 
Morphological structures.  Adult CE also includes morphological structures that help 
distinguish it from other nonmainstream American English dialects.  Dubois and Horvath 
(2003a) examined five of these CE features, which were: zero regular verbal –s (he give me six), 
zero regular past tense (she wash my face), zero is (she pretty), zero are (what we doing?), and 
was leveling (they was neighbors).  Their data were taken from 16 fluent French and English 
speakers of the 120 speakers of the Cajun French/English Sociolinguistic Corpus, who were 
born, raised, and still lived in their home parish.  Four speaker groups were created based on age 
(old and young) and language learned first (French or English).  The Old/French group included 
four speakers born between 1911 and 1931 who learned French first from parents who were 
monolingual in French.  The Old/English group included four speakers born between 1912 and 
1923 who learned English as a first language.  The Young/French group included four speakers 
born between 1961 and 1965 who learned French as a first language.  The Young/English group 
included four speakers born in the same decade as the other young group, but who learned 
English first.   




Through the use of Goldvarb, a statistical program in the field of sociolinguistics, the 
authors analyzed the speakers’ use of the five morphological features during a 45- minute 
interview conducted in English.  The use of these features varied amongst generations.  The 
Old/French group displayed higher rates of the five morphological features than any other group 
with 81% zero regular past tense, 65% zero regular verbal –s, 47% zero is, 88% zero are, and 
72% was leveling.  The Old/English group displayed variable rates with 49% zero regular past 
tense, 19% zero regular verbal –s, 14% zero is, 72% zero are, and 22% was leveling.  The 
Young/French speakers displayed a high rate of use for three features (48% zero regular past 
tense, 73% zero are, and 50% was leveling) and low rates of use for two features (25% regular 
verbal -s and 32% zero is).  The Young/English group displayed a high rate of use for zero are 
with 73% and decreased rates of use for the other features including 29% zero regular past tense, 
16% zero regular verbal –s, 11% zero is, and 16% was leveling. 
CE Features of Child Speakers 
 Two CE studies have been completed with child speakers.  First, Oetting and Garrity 
(2006) examined five phonological and five morphological features of CE used by children.  All 
of the features were those that had been studied by Dubois and Horvath (1998, 1999, 2003a).  
The phonological features included: the substitution of /t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspirated /p, t, k/, 
monophthongization, heavy vowel nasalization in word-final positions, and glide weakening on 
vowels.  The five morphological features included: zero regular verbal –s, zero regular past 
tense, zero is, zero are, and was leveling.   
 All of the children resided in a community of the Acadiana area; however, it is located on 
the eastern border where few individuals claim to speak French at home.   




Figure 2. Map of Ascension Parish 
 
 Above is a map displaying the parish where the participants resided.  All of the 93 
children included in the study were documented to be speakers of SAAE or SWE, but in addition 
to this, a subset of 31 children were also classified as presenting a CE influence within their 
dialects.  Graduate students who listened to 1-minute audio excerpts of each child’s language 
sample completed the phonological coding.  Morphological coding was completed by graduate 
students who used each child’s full 20-minute language sample.   
 Results indicated that more (87%) children classified as having a perceived CE influence 
produced the phonological features than those without a CE influence (47%).  In addition, two 
patterns, nonaspirated stops and glide weakening, showed statistically significant group 




differences (Oetting & Garrity, 2006).  In contrast, the authors found that the children’s use of 
the CE morphological structures was unrelated to their CE status. 
Table 1 displays results from the Oetting and Garrity (2006) study.  This table presents 
the results as a feature of the child’s primary dialect (SAAE and SWE) and Cajun status (+/-). 
Table 1. Mean number of features by dialect and CE influence from Oetting and Garrity (2006)a 
 Excerpts with a CE  
influence 
Excerpts without a CE 
influence 
Nonaspirated stops (n = 41) 
     SAAE 







/t, d/ for /θ, ð/ (n = 91) 
     SAAE 







Heavy vowel nasalization (n = 31) 
     SAAE 







Monophthongization (n = 50) 
     SAAE 







Glide weakening on vowels (n = 110) 
     SAAE 







a Standard deviations reported in parentheses. 
In a second study, Spedale (2013) examined children’s use of the morphological features 
of CE.  In this study, the children’s Cajun status was determined based on the schools they 
attended.  Those classified as Cajun attended a school in a French area and the school contained 
a French immersion program.  Those classified as non-Cajun attended a school in a less French 
area and this school did not contain a French immersion program.  All of the children lived in 
Assumption Parish, LA and attended either Pierre Part Primary or Bayou L’Ourse Primary.  As 
indicated by the map in Figure 3, Spedale’s participants lived further into the Acadiana Triangle 
and closer to the CE speaking adults who have been studied by Dubois and Horvath (1997, 1998, 
1999, 2003a, 2003b).   





Figure 3. Map of Assumption Parish 
 
The children’s use of the five CE morphological features (zero regular verbal –s, zero 
regular past tense, zero is, zero are, and was leveling) was examined through transcribing and 
coding each child’s 30-minute language sample.  Results again showed that the effect of Cajun 
status resulted in non-significant findings for each CE morphological feature.  From the results 
of Spedale (2013) and Oetting and Garrity (2006), it is likely that a child’s Cajunness cannot be 









The purpose of the proposed study was to answer the following research question: Do 
children whose parents have identified their family as Cajun use the five phonological features of 
CE (/t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspirated /p, t, k/ in the initial position of a word, heavy vowel 
nasalization, monophthongization, and glide weakening on vowels) more frequently than those 
identified as non-Cajun? Based on previous research, I hypothesized that children whose parents 
identify their family as Cajun would use the five features more frequently than those not 
identified as Cajun.  I also predicted that of the five features, the children identified as Cajun 





















 This study employed a between-subjects design using a pool of data that had already been 
collected as part of a larger study by Oetting, Hegarty, and McDonald (2009-2014).  The 
independent variable was CE self-identification of the participants: Cajun or non-Cajun.  Cajun 
self-identification was determined by responses received on a questionnaire.  The dependent 
variables were five CE phonological features, operationally defined as: (1) /t, d/ for /θ, ð/, (2) 
nonaspirated /p, t, k/ in the initial position of a word, (3) monophthongization, (4) heavy vowel 
nasalization, and (5) glide weakening on vowels.  For each participant, these features were 
identified through phonological coding of a one-minute excerpt of conversational speech.   
Participant Pool 
The participant pool included 54 kindergarteners who lived in Assumption Parish, which 
is the same parish from which Spedale’s (2013) participants were drawn.  The participants 
attended either Pierre Part Primary (n = 23) or Bayou L’Ourse Primary (n = 31).  All who were 
selected for the participant pool passed a hearing screening.  A questionnaire was given to the 
families of the children who made up the participant pool.  This questionnaire was created using 
one that was given to adults by Dubois and Melançon (1997).  Questions pertained to categories 
such as self and family identity as Cajun or Creole, self and familial exposure to Cajun or Creole 
French, and self and familial French speaking abilities (see Appendix A).  The families included 
in this study were called or sent the questionnaire by mail depending on whether they included 
their phone number or address on the initial consent form. 
Once the completed questionnaires were collected, the children’s Cajun status was 
determined.  Non-Cajun status was determined when the family answered that they didn’t 




consider themselves Cajun and there were no family members who spoke CF.  Cajun status was 
determined if family members identified themselves as Cajun and had family members who 
spoke CF.  Of those classified as Cajun, responses to questions about CF exposure varied widely.  
Results ranged from the children being exposed to CF their whole lives and knowing some 
common phrases themselves, to their grandparents being the only family members to speak CF 
in their daily lives.  Some caregivers reported to speaking CF at home whereas others reported 
their children being exposed to CF only a few hours per week.  However, every questionnaire 
from the 8 classified as Cajun reported that the caregivers’ grandparents and parents (or the 
participants’ great-grandparents and grandparents) spoke both CF and English.    
Five groups were created from these results included three groups of children with typical 
development (TD) and non-Cajun, children with TD and Cajun, and children with TD and Cajun 
and enrolled in the French immersion program at Pierre Part Primary.  The final two groups were 
comprised of children classified as specific language impaired (SLI) based on their performance 
on tests that examined their non-verbal intelligence, language, and articulation.  These two SLI 
groups included one child classified as non-Cajun and three classified as Cajun.  Table 2 lists the 
means and standard deviations for the five Cajun status groups’ age (in months) and level of 
maternal education (in years). 
Table 2. Profile of Participants by Cajun Status and Clinical Status 
Characteristic TD & non-
Cajun  
(n = 2) 
TD & 
Cajun 
(n = 4) 
TD & Cajun & 
immersion class 
(n = 2) 
SLI & non-
Cajun 
(n = 1) 
SLI & 
Cajun 
(n = 2) 






























Measures for Determining Typical Language Development and SLI 
 To confirm the language abilities of the children in the participant pool, each child was 
given a battery of tests, including the Primary Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (PTONI; Ehrler & 
McGhee, 2008), Peabody Picture Vocabulary – 4th Edition (PPVT-4; Dunn and Dunn, 2007), 
Goldman Fristoe Test of Articulation – 2nd edition (GFTA-2; Goldman & Fristoe, 2000), and 
Diagnostic Evaluation of Language Variation – Norm Referenced Syntax Domain (DELV-NR; 
Seymour, Roeper, & de Villiers, 2005).  
 The PTONI was administered to assess nonverbal intelligence based on standardized 
scale.  The participants were shown a set of pictures and were asked to point to the picture that is 
different from the others.  For the PTONI, a standard score of 100 with a standard deviation of 
15 was considered to be within normal limits.   
 To assess receptive vocabulary, the PPVT-4 was administered.  The participants were 
required to point to a target word from a set of 4 pictures.  The difficulty of the stimuli increased 
based on a developmental scale.  A standard score of 100 with a standard deviation of 15 was 
considered to be within normal limits.  
 The syntax subtest of the DELV-NR was also administered to measure performance in 
three syntax domains: comprehension of wh-questions, comprehension of passive sentences, and 
use of articles.  Scores from the three subtests were combined to form a standard syntax score. A 
standard score of 10 with a standard deviation of 3 was considered within normal limits.  For a 
child to be considered TD, their standard syntax score was above -1 standard deviation.  For a 
child to be considered SLI, their standard score was below -1 standard deviation.  
 The GFTA-2 Sounds in Words subtest was administered to measure a child’s ability to 
spontaneously or imitatively produce consonant sounds in the initial, medial, and final positions 




of words.  A standard score of 100 with a standard deviation of 15 was considered to be within 
normal limits.  The mean and standard deviation of the children’s test scores for the five Cajun 
status groups are displayed in Table 3. 
Table 3. Mean Participant Performance Scores by Cajun Status and Clinical Status 
Assessment TD & non-
Cajun 
(n = 2) 
TD & 
Cajun 
(n = 4) 
TD & Cajun & 
immersion class 
(n = 2) 
SLI & non-
Cajun 
(n = 1) 
SLI & 
Cajun 












































As shown in Table 3, the TD groups earned higher PTONI scores than did the SLI 
groups, but all of the children’s scores were within normal limits on this nonverbal IQ 
assessment.  The TD groups also earned higher language test scores on the PPVT-4 and DELV-
NR than did the SLI groups, and this was expected because low scores on these tests were used 
to classify the children as SLI.  Finally, there was not a difference between the TD and SLI 
groups for scores on the GFTA-2; all children earned scores within normal limits based on this 
articulation assessment.  In other words, children with SLI did not differ in articulation when 
compared to their peers with typical development.  Based on these results, the children with SLI 
were not excluded from the current study because their clinical status was not expected to affect 
their phonology.  Preliminary analysis of the five phonological CE features also indicated that 
the findings were not altered with the inclusion of the children with SLI. 
Given these findings, the five groups were combined to form two groups, which 
consisted of eight children classified as Cajun and three classified as non-Cajun.  Table 4 lists the 
means and standard deviations for the children with Cajun status’ and the children with non-




Cajun status’ age (in months) and level of maternal education (in years).  The mean and standard 
deviation of the children’s test scores for the Cajun and non-Cajun groups are displayed in Table 
5. 
Table 4. Profile of Participants by Cajun Status 
Characteristic Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 









Table 5. Mean Participant Performance Scores by Cajun Status 
Assessment Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 


















Measures of CE Phonological Features 
 
 Data.  The data that were coded for the CE phonological features came from a language 
sample that had been collected from each child.  Methods for the language sample elicitation 
replicated those used in Oetting and McDonald (2002).  Graduate research assistants elicited 
spontaneous language samples through a play-based interaction during a 20-25 minute session.  
The play materials used to elicit the language samples included: a gas station and cars, a baby 
doll and bottle, and a miniature picnic set and family.  The examiners elicited language by using 
prompts such as “I wonder if you’ve ever been on a car trip before” and “Tell me about a time 
you went on a picnic.”  Four Apricot picture cards (Arwood, 1985) depicting children at a 




grocery store, children playing basketball, children fishing, and children in a fight were also 
shown to elicit stories from each child. 
 Coding.  From the language samples, randomly selected one-minute audio clips were 
extracted to examine the participants’ use of the five CE phonological features.  Phonological 
coding was completed using procedures by Oetting and Garrity (2006).  A coding sheet was 
created in order to identify and count the number of CE features produced during the one-minute 
excerpts (see Appendix B).  The author first identified the number of opportunities for each CE 
feature to occur on printed copies of the transcriptions.  The author then listened to one CE 
feature at a time for all of the participants and identified when she heard the targeted CE feature.  
From the coding sheets, the participants’ use of each CE feature was calculated in two ways.  
Following the methods of Oetting and Garrity (2006), the frequency of each CE phonological 
feature within the one-minute excerpt was summed for each child.  Then following the methods 
of Dubois and Horvath (1998, 1999, 2003b), the frequency of each CE phonological feature was 
divided by the number of opportunities each child produced within the one-minute excerpt.  Both 
calculations were completed to allow comparisons to be made across studies. 
 The features that were examined included substitutions of /t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspirated 
stops /p, t, k/, monophthongization, heavy vowel nasalization, and glide weakening on vowels.  
A sixth category titled Other was provided on the cover sheet so that the children’s use of any 
other pattern (i.e., a trilled /r/ or the dropping of /h/ in the word initial position) that sounded 
characteristic of CE could be documented (Oetting & Garrity, 2006).  The author worked 
independently and listened to the audio excerpts multiple times.  At no time during coding did 
the author have access to the Cajun status of the participants. 




Reliability of Cajun feature coding.  A second graduate student also independently 
coded each child’s one-minute audio excerpt.  This student was also blind to the Cajun status of 
the participants during coding.  Reliability was evaluated by having the two coders compare their 
coding sheets for each participant. Out of 885 coding decisions, there were 169 disagreements 
recorded which yielded 81% agreement between the coders.   
The reliability of the coding for each feature was also examined.  Out of 122 coding 
decisions for /t, d/ for /θ, ð/, there were 22 disagreements with an agreement of 82% between the 
two coders.  Out of 278 coding decisions for /p, t, k/, there were 39 disagreements with an 
agreement of 86% between the two coders.  Out of 232 coding decisions for heavy vowel 
nasalization, there were 51 disagreements with an agreement of 78% between the two coders.  
Out of 168 coding decisions for monophthongization, there were 35 disagreements with an 
agreement of 79% between the two coders.  Out of 78 coding decisions for glide weakening on 
vowels, there were 20 disagreements with an agreement of 74% between the two coders.  
Although the level of agreement between coders was relatively high, all CE tokens that yielded 













 Recall that the children’s use of the five CE phonological features was calculated in two 
ways, first as the frequency of each CE feature within each one-minute excerpt and second as the 
percentage of use of each CE feature out of the total number of possible opportunities for each 
feature.  Both calculations are reported in the results.  Given that both calculations led to the 
same findings, percentage of use was used when group differences (Cajun vs. non-Cajun) were 
examined with statistical tests.  Each phonological feature is examined separately.  Given that 
there were only 11 participants, results are also presented for each child in Appendix D. 
/t, d/ for /θ, ð/ Substitution 
 Table 6 displays the sums, means, and standard deviations of the participants’ use of the 
CE phonological feature /t, d/ for /θ, ð/ as a function of Cajun status.  Additionally, there is a 
column displaying the data combined for the Cajun and non-Cajun participants. 
Table 6. Means, standard deviations, and overall frequencies of /t, d/ feature 
 Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 
Combined 
(n = 11) 
Frequency of Feature in 1-Minute Excerpt 
     M 










Percent of Feature from Total Number of 
Possible Opportunities 
     M 













Group’s Total Frequency of Feature 34 5 39 
Group’s Total Number of Possible 
Opportunities 
86 18 104 
 
 Table 6 shows that participants with a Cajun status produced /t, d/ for /θ, ð/ with a higher 
frequency than the non-Cajun participants.  Two out of the three non-Cajun participants 
produced this feature, whereas six out of the eight Cajun participants produced this feature.  The 
words included in these productions are shown in Table 7.  As indicated by the table, most 




examples of the feature were in the initial position of a word.  In addition, the CE feature was 
observed for “birthday” in the medial position, and for “with” in the final position. 
Table 7. Words produced with /t, d/ for /θ, ð/ 
Initial Position Medial Position Final Position 
The Birthday With 
There/They’re   
That   
Then   
These   
They   
Those   
This   
Them   
 
 To further examine the data, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the 
use of the /t, d/ feature in the Cajun and non-Cajun groups.  There was no significant difference 
in the percents of occurrence between the groups’ use of /t, d/ for /θ, ð/; t(9) = .651, p = .532. 
Unaspirated /p, t, k/  
 Table 8 shows that participants with a Cajun status produced unaspirated /p, t, k/ in the 
initial position of a word with an almost equal frequency as the non-Cajun participants.  Three 
Cajun participants and two non-Cajun participants produced this feature.  The words included in 
these productions are shown in Table 9.   
Table 8. Means, standard deviations, and frequencies of unaspirated /p, t, k/ feature 
 Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 
Combined 
(n = 11) 
Frequency of Feature in 1-Minute Excerpt 
     M 










Percent of Feature from Total Number of 
Possible Opportunities 
     M 













Group’s Total Frequency of Feature 7 3 10 
Group’s Total Number of Possible 
Opportunities 
51 26 77 











 To further examine the data, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the 
use of unaspirated /p, t, k/ in the initial position a word in both the Cajun and non-Cajun groups.  
There was no significant difference in the percents of occurrence between the groups’ use of 
unaspirated /p, t, k/; t(9) = -.408, p = .692. 
Heavy Vowel Nasalization  
 Vowel nasalization was more difficult to identify and code than expected.  Some children 
were naturally more nasal than others.  To address this issue, the coders made the decision to 
identify when vowel nasalization occurred when they heard a vowel similar to a French nasalized 
vowel.  Table 10 shows that participants with a Cajun status produced heavy vowel nasalization 
with a slightly higher frequency than the non-Cajun participants.  Two out of the three non-Cajun 
participants produced this feature compared to six out of the eight Cajun participants.  The most 
frequently produced words included in these productions are shown in Table 11. 
Table 10. Means, standard deviations, and overall sums of heavy vowel nasalization feature 
 Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 
Combined 
(n = 11) 
Frequency of Feature in 1-Minute Excerpt 
     M 










Percent of Feature from Total Number of 
Possible Opportunities 
     M 













Group’s Total Frequency of Feature 28 5 33 
Group’s Total Number of Possible 
Opportunities 
121 60 181 
 
 









Came  In 
Sometimes (both m’s) And 
Aimer Then  




 To further examine the data, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the 
use of the heavy vowel nasalization feature in both the Cajun and non-Cajun groups.  There was 
no significant difference in the percents of occurrence between the groups’ use of heavy vowel 
nasalization; t(9) = 1.217, p = .255. 
Monophthongization  
 Table 12 shows that participants with a Cajun status produced monophthongization with 
a higher frequency than the non-Cajun participants.  None of the non-Cajun participants 
produced this feature compared to four out of the eight Cajun participants who produced it.  The 
most frequently produced words included in these productions are shown in Table 13.  
Table 12. Means, standard deviations, and overall sums of monophthongization feature 
 Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 
Combined 
(n = 11) 
Frequency of Feature in 1-Minute Excerpt 
     M 










Percent of Feature from Total Number of 
Possible Opportunities 
     M 













Group’s Total Frequency of Feature 16 0 16 
Group’s Total Number of Possible 
Opportunities 
112 28 140 
 
 




Table 13. Words produced with monophthongization 
/aɪ/ /ɔɪ/ /aʊ/ /oʊ/ /eɪ/ 
Time  Now Hose A 
My  House Almost Maybe 
Sometimes   Goes They’re 
I’ma   Go Came 
I   Going Day 
Wild   Arrow Play 
I’m   Soap Birthday 
Right    Cake 
Fighting    Table 
  
 To further examine the data, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the 
use of the monophthongization feature in both the Cajun and non-Cajun groups.  There was a 
significant difference in the percents of occurrence between the groups’ use of 
monophthongization; t(9) = 2.376, p = .049. 
Glide Weakening on Vowels 
 Glide weakening was also difficult to identify and code.  The coders based identification 
of one syllable glide weakening on the words following the glide.  For example, when the glide 
“two” was followed the word “babies,” it influenced the weakening of the glide so the feature 
was identified in that instance.  Also, glide weakening was categorized based upon which vowel 
it was paired with and how the child produced the particular vowel.  For example, one of the 
participants produced “him” with a raised /i/ to be like that of the /i/ in “he.”  Table 14 shows 
that participants with a Cajun status produced glide weakening with an almost equal frequency as 
the non-Cajun participants.  All three of the non-Cajun participants produced this feature 
compared to five out of the eight Cajun participants who produced it.  The most frequently 
produced words included in these productions are shown in Table 15. 
 
 




Table 14. Means, standard deviations, and overall sums of glide weakening feature 
 Cajun status 
(n = 8) 
Non-Cajun status 
(n = 3) 
Combined 
(n = 11) 
Frequency of Feature in 1-Minute Excerpt 
     M 










Percent of Feature from Total Number of 
Possible Opportunities 
     M 













Group’s Total Frequency of Feature 10 7 17 
Group’s Total Number of Possible 
Opportunities 
37 22 59 
  
Table 15. Words produced with glide weakening on vowels 
/ij/ /ej/ /uw/ /ow/ 
Him There/They’re Could On 
Teasing  Air To/two/too Thought 
Maybe Man Shoes  Arrow 
He Where Juice  
Kids  Fruit  
Realized    
Cleaned    
 
 To further examine this data, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the 
use of the glide weakening feature in both the Cajun and non-Cajun groups.  There was no 
significant difference in the percents of occurrence between the groups’ use of glide weakening 













The purpose of the proposed study was to answer the following research question: Do 
children whose parents have identified their family as Cajun use the five phonological features of 
CE (/t, d/ for /θ, ð/, nonaspirated /p, t, k/ in the initial position of a word, heavy vowel 
nasalization, monophthongization, and glide weakening on vowels) more frequently than those 
identified as non-Cajun? Based on previous research, I hypothesized that children whose parents 
identify their family as Cajun would use the five features more frequently than those not 
identified as Cajun. I also predicted that of the five features, the children identified as Cajun 
would produce nonaspirated stops and glide weakening the most.  When examining the number 
of occurrences and number of opportunities of each feature, the participants with a Cajun status 
produced the /t, d/, heavy vowel nasalization, and monophthongization features more frequently 
than the participants with a non-Cajun status, but the independent samples t-tests revealed a 
significant difference for only the monophthongization feature.  This finding is interesting 
because it may suggest that CE phonological features are currently heard in the vowels that 
children produce. 
Findings Related to Past Research 
 Recall that one existing study by Oetting and Garrity (2006) has examined the use of CE 
phonological features in children with and without a CE influence.  Their results revealed that 
more (87%) children classified as having a perceived CE influence produced the phonological 
features than those without a CE influence (47%).  In the current study, 100% of the children in 
both the Cajun and non-Cajun groups produced the CE phonological features.  Also, in the 
previous study, two patterns, nonaspirated stops and glide weakening, were produced with a 
statistically higher frequency by the children perceived as having a Cajun influence as compared 




non-Cajun.  In the current study, only one feature, monophthongization, led to a statistically 
significant difference.  However, when the children’s use of the CE features are compared across 
studies, it is clear that the children in the current study, regardless of their Cajun status, produced 
more CE features than those studied previously.  To illustrate this finding, Table 15 presents the 
mean frequencies of each CE feature for the two child studies.  As can be seen, all five of the 
features were produced at higher frequencies by one or more of the current groups of children as 
compared to the children studied previously. 
Table 16. Means and standard deviations of past research compared to current study 
 Oetting & Garrity (2006)       
Participants with  
CE Influence 






/t, d/ for /θ, ð/ .92 (1.15) 4.25 (3.54) 1.67 (2.08) 
Nonaspirated stops      .85 (1.21) 9.25 (4.17) 10.33 (6.43) 
Heavy vowel 
nasalization  
.67 (.97) 3.50 (2.67) 1.67 (2.08) 
Monophthongization .94 (1.79) 2.00 (3.12) 0.00 (0.00) 
Glide weakening on 
vowels  
2.33 (2.03) 1.25 (1.28) 2.33 (1.53) 
  
 The differences found across studies may indicate a parish effect for CE phonology use in 
Louisiana.  Recall that Oetting and Garrity (2006) collected data from children living in 
Ascension Parish, whereas in the current study, the author examined data in Assumption Parish.  
Interestingly, the 2010 United States Census reports the percentages of demographics in each 
parish.  Ascension Parish was noted to have 26.3% of its population with French, French 
Canadian, or Cajun heritage, whereas Assumption Parish was reported to have 38.2% of its 
population with French, French Canadian, or Cajun heritage (United States Census Bureau, 
2013).  A higher percentage of residents claiming French or Cajun heritage in Assumption Parish 
as compared to Ascension Parish aligns with the CE phonologies of the children in these 
parishes. 




 To further confirm this conclusion, other possible explanations for the findings should be 
ruled out.  For example, the two child studies differed in how Cajun status was determined.  In 
the current study, the participants were chosen from a pool of 54 kindergarteners living in 
Assumption Parish and attending either Pierre Part Primary or Bayou L’Ourse Primary schools.  
A questionnaire was then sent to all of the families of the children who made up the participant 
pool.  From these results, groups of Cajun status (n = 8) based on CF exposure and non-Cajun 
status (n = 3) based on no CF exposure were formed.  In the previous study, all of the children (n 
= 93) included in the study were documented to be speakers of SAAE or SWE, but in addition to 
this a third of the children (n = 31) were also classified as presenting a CE influence within their 
dialects based on a listener judgment task (Oetting & Garrity, 2006). 
 To rule out a Cajun classification difference as contributing to the findings, I completed a 
post hoc listener judgment task to classify the children as Cajun or non-Cajun following the 
methods of the previous child study.  To do this, three coders were given two different Likert 
Scales, one for SWE and another for CE.  Each scale ranged from one through seven with one 
representing no use of SWE or CE and seven representing heavy use of SWE or CE.  When this 
was done, seven of the participants were classified as producing CE and four were classified as 
not producing CE.  Nevertheless, after examining the results based on these two new groups, no 
significant difference was found for any of the CE features.  This finding suggests that it was not 
the methods of classifying the children’s Cajun status that led to differences across the two child 
studies.  In other words, regardless of the Cajun classification method, the children in the current 
study produced higher frequencies of the CE phonological features than the children studied 
previously. 
 





 The results of the present study indicate that there is a relationship between children’s 
Cajun status and the production of monophthongization.  Limitations within the study may have 
influenced these findings.  The current study included 11 participants only.  This was due to the 
number of completed questionnaires received and the results reported on these questionnaires.  If 
the study would have had more participants, especially more non-Cajun status participants, more 
group differences may have been statistically significant.  The coding system that was created for 
the study was based off of what the author thought would be best when determining when 
features were produced. The system that was used in this study potentially differed from other 
studies of CE that affected the results.  As an example, the author identified and coded all five 
diphthongs reduced to their monophthongs, rather than listening specifically for /aɪ/.  A more 
narrow or specific coding system could have been created with a more thorough review of the 
literature. 
Also, with the data limited to a one-minute sample, the number of tokens produced by 
each child was quite small.  Using a larger sample would provide more opportunities for the 
participants to produce the CE features.  The two coders had a reliability of 81% and any 
disagreements were excluded.  If they had been more reliable, then more occurrences could have 
been kept in the study instead of excluded.  And finally, a difference created by gender was not 
taken into account of the results.  As seen in previous studies from Dubois and Horvath (1999), 
women use less CE features than men due to their involvement in social networks outside of 
their Cajun communities.  As a post hoc analysis, I examined gender as a factor, and a visual 
gender difference was found for the /t, d/ for / θ, ð/, unaspirated /p, t, k/, and monophthongization 
features, with males producing these features more frequently than females.  However, the 




gender differences were not a statistically significant.  This could be related to the unequal and 
small number of participants in the study.  
Future Directions 
 Future studies should seek to increase the number of participants classified as Cajun and 
non-Cajun.  Indeed some of the null findings documented in the current study may have been 
due to the small number of participants in the study.  Small samples reduce the statistical power 
to detect a difference.  Additionally, comparing the Ascension Parish samples to the current 
Assumption Parish samples using the same methods of analysis would be useful to further rule 
out the possibility that the parish effects were unrelated to the methods by which the CE features 
were coded.  Finally, future endeavors examining children’s use of phonological CE phonology 
features should aim to gather data in other Louisiana parishes within and outside of the Acadian 
triangle.  This work is needed to determine if children’s use of CE phonology varies as a function 
of their place of residence. 
 The current study’s results are useful for thinking about how the CE dialect is evolving 
over time.  When examining previous CE studies from Dubois and Horvath (1998, 1999, 2003b), 
the authors argued that a V-shaped pattern has taken shape from the younger generation speaking 
with a higher percentage of CE features than the middle generation, or reverting to the older 
generations’ vernacular use through a Cajun Renaissance.  The children in the current study 
produced lower rates of the CE phonological features than the adults in the three studies 
discussed previously.  However, the “young” participants in the Dubois and Horvath studies 
were born between 1961 and 1965, while the participants of the current study were born between 
2005 and 2007.  Comparing the results of these studies suggest the change and evolution of CE 




over time.  To further explore this possibility, multigenerational studies involving children 
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APPENDIX A  
(a modified version of Dubois & Melançon, 1997) 
 




Hi, my name is ____ calling from LSU regarding a study about Cajun French/French.  Recently, your child participated 
in a study that we have conducted at your primary school.  May I have two minutes of your time to ask you some 
questions?   
 
Voicemail: Hi, my name is ____ calling from LSU regarding a study about Cajun French/English.  I will be giving you call 
at a later time. Thank you! 
  
Section 1: Background  
 
Do you… 
1. Have a Cajun/Louisiana Creole background? Y / N   
2. Call yourself Cajun or Creole? (If person identifies as Creole, modify by adding Creole French.) 
   (If not) what do you refer to yourself as? ____________________________ 
a. How often do you/family talk about Cajun/Creole culture?  
a. Only at holidays       b. once a month      c.  once a week    c. once a day   d. never 
b. Does your family participate in things like: 
a. Making gumbos/red beans and rice Monday/Crawfish boils    (Culinary) 
b. Mardi Gras/ knocking/paquing eggs for Easter/Seafood on Fridays/  (Religious) 
c. Coup de mains/ Boucheries (Helping Hand) 
d. Telling stories about the Rougarou/Loup Garou (Story Telling) 
 3. Speak French or Cajun French (Creole French; only if identify as Creole)?    Y / N   (If NO, stop!) 
           ____ (check) but do not speak Cajun French.  
          (Leave blank until determined from Section 4) 
           passive speaker of Cajun French (can complete tasks 1-5 on scale 4).  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children  
           semi-speaker of Cajun French (can complete tasks 1-7 on scale 4).  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children  
           fluent speaker of Cajun French (can complete 8 or more tasks on scale 4). 
(a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children  
4.  How old are: 
 a.   you? _______________ 
 b.   your parents?  Mo:_________Fa:___________  
Section 2 : Exposure 
1. How many years have you been exposed to Cajun French (Creole French)? __________ 
 a. Your children? __________   b.  Your parents? __________ 
 





2. How many hours per week are you and/or your child exposed to Cajun French (Creole French)? 
a. Peer: ____     b. Children: ____ 
3. Is/Are your child(ren) in…(circle response) 
 a. English-only classroom      b. French immersion program (how many years? _________) 
Section 3 : Family History  
 
 Do your… (adapt to Creole French if identify with Creole) 
1. grandparents speak: 
   (a) only Cajun French, (b) Cajun French and English, (c) only English.  
2. parents speak:  
 (a) only Cajun French, (b) Cajun French and English, (c) only English. 
3. peers or people your age in your family speak:  
 (a) only Cajun French, (b) Cajun French and English, (c) only English. 
4. children speak:  
 (a) only Cajun French, (b) Cajun French and English, (c) only English. 
Section 4 :  French Speaking Ability  
 
I’m going to ask you some questions, I want you tell me all the people that can do it.  Who can..… 
 
1. Count to ten?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children  (e) none   (f) all 
 
2. Name the days of the week?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
3. Give the date (month and year)?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
4. Order a meal in a restaurant?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
5. Give biographical information (date of birth, family information)?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
6. Speak to people in social situations using appropriate expressions (like church, meetings, parties)?  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
7. Describe my hobbies in detail using appropriate vocabulary? 
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
8. Describe present employment, studies, and main social activities in detail with native speakers? 
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
9. Describe what they hope to achieve in the next five years using future tense verbs with native speakers.  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 
 
10. Can give my opinion on a controversial subject (abortion, religion, pollution, nuclear safety) with native speakers.  
 (a) Grandparents   (b) Parents   (c) Peers/your generation   (d) Children (e) none   (f) all 





Number of each CE phonological feature out of the number of opportunities 
ALPHA:       NUMBER:  
Cajun Feature Pattern Line Number Total 






Nonaspirated /p, t, k/ 
     Initial 
 
     Medial 
 
     Utterance Final 
 








































Institutional Review Board Document 
 







/t, d/ for  
/θ, ð/ 
Unaspirated 









90% (9/10) 0% (0/2) 37% (7/19) 33% (3/9) 100% (3/3) 
18 (Fem.) 
Cajun 
50% (3/6) 40% (2/5) 25% (3/12) 0% (0/23) 20% (1/5) 
7 (Male) 
Cajun 
25% (2/8) 29% (2/7) 0% (0/7) 33% (9/27) 33% (2/6) 
59 (Fem.) 
Cajun 
25% (5/20) 25% (3/12) 12% (2/17) 27% (3/11) 33% (1/3) 
10 (Male) 
Cajun 
80% (8/10) 0% (0/7) 42% (5/12) 0% (0/4) 0% (0/5) 
20 (Male) 
Cajun 
70% (7/10) 0% (0/6) 0% (0/18) 11% (1/9) 0% (0/4) 
16 (Fem.) 
Cajun 
0% (0/7) 0% (0/7) 60% (6/10) 0% (0/15) 43% (3/7) 
45 (Male) 
Cajun 
0% (0/15) 0% (0/5) 19% (5/26) 0% (0/14) 0% (0/4) 
30 (Male) 
Non 
14% (1/7) 29% (2/7) 8% (1/13) 0% (0/12) 44% (4/9) 
15 (Fem.) 
Non 
67% (4/6) 0% (0/14) 18% (4/22) 0% (0/13) 20% (2/10) 
39 (Fem.) 
Non 
0% (0/5) 20% (1/5) 0% (0/25) 0% (0/3) 33% (1/3) 
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